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I. Summary of Office Action 

Claims 1-37 are pending in the application. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 3-5, 7-24, 26, and 28-33 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,535,880 to Musgrove et al. ("Musgrove"). 

Claims 2, 6, 25, 27, and 34-37 were rejected by the Examiner under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Musgrove in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
US 2002/0007351 Al to Hillegass et al. ("Hillegass"). 

II. Summary of Applicant's Reply 

Amendments to the claims have been proposed by applicant in order to more particularly 
define the present invention. No new matter would be added by the proposed amendments to the 
claims. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 
and 103. 

Reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. 

III. Interview Summary 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for taking the time to discuss this application with 
applicant's representative, George L. Kanabe, on January 14, 2005. As indicated in the 
Examiner's Interview Summary mailed on January 24, 2005, the meaning of "providing at least 
some of the transactional data to the at least two users of the transaction" as recited in claim 1 
was addressed during the interview. During the interview, the Musgrove reference (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,535,880) relied upon by the Examiner in rejecting several of the pending claims was also 
discussed, as were several possible amendments to various claims. No final agreement was 
reached. 

IV. The Proposed Amendments to the Claims 

Consistent with the discussion during the interview, applicant has proposed amendments 
to independent claims 1, 16, 18, 20, 24, 34, and 36 in order to more particularly define the 
present invention. These proposed amendments are fully supported and justified by the original 
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specification and drawings. No new matter would be added by these proposed amendments to 
the claims. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner enter the proposed amendments to the 

claims. 

V, The Rejection of Independent Claims 1 and 24 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

The Examiner rejected independent claims 1 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Musgrove. The Examiner's rejections of claims 1 and 24 are respectfully 
traversed. 

Applicants respectfully submit that, contrary to the Examiner's contention, each of 
independent claims 1, 24, 34, and 36 are allowable for at least the following reasons. 

A. Independent Claim 1 is Allowable over Musgrove 

The Examiner rejected claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Musgrove. The Examiner's rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Generally speaking, the invention defined by claim 1 relates to a method for tracking and 
storing network-based transactional data. As amended, independent claim 1 recites the following 
steps (emphasis added): 



(a) identifying a plurality of users by respective user identifiers; 

(b) storing the user identifiers in a first database; 

(c) associating a transaction identifier with a transaction between at least two 
users having user identifiers; and 

(d) storing the transaction identifier, the user identifiers of the at least two 
users involved in the transaction, and transactional data relating to the 
transaction in a second database, wherein at least some of the transactional 
data stored in the second database is accessible by each of the at least two 
users involved in the transaction; and 

(e) updating the transactional data. 



For example, a buyer and a seller may enter into a transaction relating to the purchase of an 
automobile (or another type of product, real estate, etc.). Prior to completion, such a transaction 
may pass through several stages, such as an offer stage, a counter-offer stage, an acceptance 
stage, a payment stage, a dispute stage, and a delivery stage. According to the invention as 
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defined by claim 1, the buyer and the seller would each be identified by a respective user 
identifier, and these identifiers would be stored in a first database. In addition, a transaction 
identifier that may be used to identify the transaction would then be stored in a second database, 
along with the user identifiers and also transactional data relating to the transaction (in the 
present example, an automobile purchase). Moreover, at least some of the transaction data 
stored in the second database (which is updated, for example, as the transaction passes through 
the different stages described above) would be accessible by both the buyer and the seller. In 
this manner, it is possible to ensure that both the buyer and the seller can obtain uniform and 
unbiased information regarding the transaction. In addition, because a single database (the 
"second database") stores the transaction data, at least some of which is accessible by both the 
buyer and the seller, hardware and information processing costs may be reduced because it is not 
necessary for there to be duplication and redundant storage of transactional information across 
each party's computer system. 

Musgrove, on the other hand, discloses a shopping server 20 for assisting a user 12 with 
the purchase of one or more products from one or more merchant servers 40. Once a user 12 has 
logged into the shopping server 20 of Musgrove, the user 12 selects products for purchase from 
one or more merchants servers 40 using information stored in the shopping server's product 
database 26 (see, e.g., column 7, lines 1-6 and 52-57 of Musgrove). Up until this point, 
communication is solely between the user 12 and the shopping server 20, and there has been no 
communication with any of the merchant servers 40 to determine, for example, whether the 
availability, pricing or other information in product database 26 is current. Once the user 12 is 
finished selecting products from the product database 26, shopping server 20 must individually 
communicate with each of the merchant servers 40 from which one or more products has been 
selected by the user 12 in order to verify that the information in the product database 26 is 
current (see column 7, lines 52-60 of Musgrove, explaining that, once the user is finished 
selecting items for purchase, the shopping server 20 must provide the user a confirmation page 
that includes "real-time pricing and shipping information obtained from merchant server 40 for 
each selected product in transaction record 54"). Finally, assuming that the user 12 confirms the 
purchase of the previously selected items based on the current information provided by the 
shopping server 26 (which may or may not match the previously provided information that was 
stored in the product database 26), the shopping server 20 executes a separate buy procedure on 
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behalf of the user 12 for each merchant server 40 from which the user 12 has approved the 
purchase of one or more products. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion (see, e.g., pages 2-3 and. 1 1-12 of the Office 
Action), Musgrove does not disclose each element of applicant's claimed invention. For 
example, nowhere in its entirety does Musgrove disclose "storing . . . transactional data relating 
to [a] transaction in a . . . database," where at least some of the stored transactional data "is 
accessible by each of the at least two users involved in the transaction" (claim 1, emphasis 
added). In particular, there is no single database in Musgrove that stores transactional 
information relating to a transaction between two (or more) users, where at least some of the 
transactional information is accessible by every participant in the transaction (i.e., by user 12 and 
the at least one merchant server 40 from which the user 12 is buying one or more products). 
Rather, the merchant servers 40 disclosed in Musgrove that are involved in a transaction merely 
provide current product information as required by shopping server 20 to compile a confirmation 
page for user 12 (see, e.g., column 7, lines 52-60 of Musgrove), but do not seek to access (nor 
are they able to access) transactional information in a database as required by claim 1 . 

Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 1, and 2-23 which 
depend from claim 1 , be withdrawn by the Examiner. 

B. Independent Claim 24 is Allowable Over Musgrove 

Claim 24 recites a computer-aided transaction processing system for documenting 
transactions that includes a first database for storing a user identifier and identity information for 
at least two users, an information processing system for managing a transaction between these 
users (wherein a transaction identifier is associated with the transaction), and a second database 
for storing a database record that contains the transaction identifier, corresponding transaction 
data, and the user identifiers of the at least two users involved in the transaction. Additionally, at 
least some of the transaction data (in the database record) being stored in the second database "is 
accessible by each of the at least two users involved in [the] transaction" (claim 24). 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion on pages 6-7 and 1 1-12 of the Office Action, for at 
least the same reasons as set forth above in connection with claim 1, applicant respectfully 
submits that Musgrove fails to disclose or suggest the computer-aided transaction processing 
system defined by claim 24, which requires a single database that stores transactional 
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information relating to a transaction, where at least some of the transactional information is 
accessible by every participant in the transaction (i.e., by user 12 and the at least one merchant 
server 40 from which the user 12 is buying one or more products). 

Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 24, and 25-33 
which depend from claim 24, be withdrawn by the Examiner. 

VI. The Rejection of Independent Claims 34 and 36 Under 35 ILS.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected independent claims 34 and 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Musgrove in view of Hillegass. The Examiner's rejections of claims 34 and 
36 are respectfully traversed. 

In rejecting claims 34 and 36, the Examiner asserted that Musgrove discloses each of the 
elements of these claims, with the exception of using a unique transaction identifier (see Office 
Action, pages 9-10). Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's assertion. 

As explained above in connection with claim 1, Musgrove fails to disclose "storing . . . 
transactional data relating to [a] transaction in a . . . database," where at least some of the stored 
transactional data "is accessible by each of the at least two users involved in the transaction." 
For at least the same reasons as set forth above in connection with claim 1, applicant respectfully 
submits that Musgrove also fails to disclose either means or computer readable program code 
"for enabling each of the at least two users involved in the transaction to access at least some of 
the transactional data stored in the second database," as required by claims 34 and 36, 
respectively. Moreover, as Hillegass does not provide that which is missing from Musgrove, 
applicant respectfully submits that both claims 34 and 36 are allowable over the combination of 
Musgrove and Hillegass. 

Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 34 and 36, and 
claims 35 and 37 which depend from one of claims 34 and 36, be withdrawn by the Examiner. 
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VII. The Rejections of Dependent Claims 2-21, 25-33, 35, and 37 Under 35 U.S.C. 
§§ 102(e) and 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 2-21 5 25-33, 35, and 37 under one of 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(e) 
and 103(a) as being unpatentable over some combination of Musgrove and Hillegass. Applicant 
respectfully traverses the Examiner's rejections. 

Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-21, 25-33, 35, and 37, each of which 
depends from one of independent claims 1, 24, 34, and 36, are allowable for at least the same 
reasons that the independent claims are patentable as set forth above. Therefore, applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of claims 2-21, 25-33, 35, 
and 37. 

VIII. Conclusion 

Applicant respectfully submits that, as described above, the cited references do not show 
or suggest the combination of features recited in the claims. Moreover, while applicant has 
provided specific examples of elements in the claims that are clearly not present in the cited 
references, it is strongly emphasized that one reviewing the prosecution history should not 
interpret any of the examples applicant has described herein in connection with distinguishing 
over the cited references as limiting to those specific features in isolation. Rather, applicant 
asserts that it is the combination of elements recited in each of the claims, when each claim is 
interpreted as a whole, which is patentable. Applicant has emphasized certain features in the 
claims as clearly not present in the cited references, as discussed above, for the sake of 
simplicity. 
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For all the reasons advanced above, applicant respectfully submits that this application, as 
amended, is in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and prompt allowance of this 
application are respectfully requested. 
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